Introduction
Pursuing justice in the contemporary global context must deal with the issue of unrecognized rights-agents and misrecognized rightsholders. One of the reasons right-holders are misrecognized is that rights-agents are not specified precisely in relation to their obligations in the new economic and legal arrangements under globalization. If we want to help solve the problem of global injustice and develop a political alternative to the contemporary order, we have to define properly whose obligations have to be prescriptive, be it nationstates, transnational corporations (TNCs), or international financial institutions (IFIs). In this context, I want to illuminate some important aspects of the politics of recognition via an articulation of the social and legal term of international law, namely 'extra-territorial recognition'.
I take note that the nation-states as fading rights-agents perceive the limits of their extra-territorial recognition of the persons and their social and other rights in foreign countries vis-à-vis the rising power I would like to thank participants of the conference on Global Justice and the Politics of Recognition (Nottingham, 20-21 September 2007) , especially Tony Burns and Simon Thompson, for all their comments and criticism. I am grateful to Nancy Fraser and Axel Honneth for our previous discussions on issues of recognition. Oleg Susa gave insightful comments for which I am also grateful.
of a transnational capital. TNCs and IFIs gained control over many aspects of economic and financial spheres during the last decades, and their impact created problems for many people, especially in the Third World.
The analysis of the current international legal structures can explain the limits of the expected legal influence of the nation-states abroad. The weakness of the individual states to apply extra-territorial recognition and control activities of their TNCs and IFIs need not be only the bad news, but it could provide motivation for the politics of recognition in order to create supranational and global regulative mechanisms in favour of social justice. It seems to be the dynamics of the historical development from misrecognition unsolved on the national and international levels to the supranational and global levels of recognition. Social agents dissatisfied by contemporary international solutions could be transformed into a subject of societal change who requires new supranational and global institutional structures of social justice.
Therefore, the increase of the influence of TNCs and IFIs during the past decades and their inadequate national and international legal regulation creates misrecognition as a motivational condition of demand and establishment of new supranational and global arrangements. In the background, there are the discontents and objectives of those who suffer hunger and severe poverty in the contemporary order even if their dissent has not received enough public articulation yet as traditional subjects of moral and political protest did.
In the debate between Nancy Fraser and Axel Honneth, in which they share many ideas, Axel Honneth is right, on the one side, when he argues that Fraser underestimates social movements other than those that have received public recognition (Honneth, 2003: 113-14; Thompson, 2006) . Thereupon she partly reduces her analysis and aims for the publicly visible present-day social movements. However, on the other side, Honneth does not reflect that Fraser studies the important global issues requisitioning their necessary incorporation into the theory, particularly a changing role of the nation-states in the global context (Fraser and Honneth, 2003: 88 ff; Fraser, 2007; Fraser, 2008i) . From this point of view, Honneth underestimates a global scope of analysis. In the same way as his research takes into account the relevant movements of the past, it should not ignore the contemporary significant changes that Fraser analyses. It is
